Application No. 1 0/677,084 

Amendment "C" dated January 10, 2007 

Reply to Office Action mailed November 1 , 2006 

REMARKS 

The Office Action, mailed November 1, 2006, considered and rejected claims 1-73 and 75. 
Claims 1-2, 5-6, 8, 51, 54-55, 58, 61-64, 69, 72-73, and 75 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 102(e) as 
being anticipated by Elzur, U.S. Patent No. 6,621,893 B2 (filed Jan. 30, 2001) (hereinafter Elzur). Claims 
1-73 and 75 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 102(e) as being clearly anticipated by Bear et al., U.S. 
Patent Pub. No. 2004/0225901 Al (filed May 5, 2003) (hereinafter Bear '901). Claims 1-73 and 75 were 
rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 102(e) as being clearly anticipated by Bear et al., U.S. Patent Publication No. 
2004/0240650 Al (filed May 5, 2003) (hereinafter Bear '650). Claims 3^1, 7, 9-50, 52-53, 56-57, 59- 
60, 65-68, 70-71 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable over Elzur. 1 

By this response, claims 1 and 54-60 are amended such that claims 1-61 remain pending. Claims 
1 and 54 are the independent claims which remain at issue. Support for the amendments may be found 
throughout the application, including the disclosure found within 39-86 & Fig's 5-6 of the pending 
application. 2 

As reflected in the claims, the present invention is generally directed toward embodiments for 
providing a user interface that includes telephony controls for a personal computer with integrated 
telephony capabilities. Claim 1 recites, for instance, in combination with all the elements of the claim, a 
system comprising an application having telephony functionality which is enabled to execute telephony 
tasks in response to user input, a graphical user interface providing a control for inputting a plurality of 
telephony commands and enabled to receive user commands; and an operating system comprising control 
handling logic and indicator/display logic which is coupled to the telephony control and to the application 
and which is enabled to receive input from the telephony control and send the command to the 
application. 

Claim 54 recites, in combination with all the elements of the claim, providing a telephony control 
within a graphical user interface which is enabled to receive user input for a plurality of telephony tasks; 
receiving a control input through the telephony control; forwarding the input to an operating system 
which comprises control handling logic and indicator display logic and which is coupled to a telephony 
application; and the application performing a telephony task in response to the control input. 

Each of the independent claims were rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being anticipated by 
Elzur, U.S. Patent No. 6,621,893 B2 (filed Jan. 30, 2001). Elzur is generally directed toward a computer 

1 Although the prior art status of Elzur is not being challenged at this time, Applicants reserve the right to 
further challenge the prior art status of the cited art at any appropriate time, should it arise. Accordingly, any 
arguments and amendments made herein should not be construed as acquiescing to any prior art status of the cited 
art. 

2 It should be noted, however, that the present invention is described by the entirety of the Specification and 
is supported by no particular part. 
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telephony integration adapter. 3 Specifically, Elzur discloses a hardware adapter whereby physical 
telephone equipment may be interfaced with a computer which then interfaces with a computer network. 4 
However, the Applicants submit that the cited reference, Elzur, fails to teach each and every element of 
the present invention as is claimed. For instance, Elzur fails to teach or suggest a graphical user interface 
providing a telephony control for inputting a plurality of telephony commands. Elzur also fails to teach or 
suggest an operating system comprising control handling logic and indicator/display logic. Elzur also 
fails to teach or suggest an operating system which is coupled to a telephony control and to a telephony 
application and which is enabled to receive commands from the telephony control and send controls to the 
application. Because Elzur fails to teach each and every element of the present invention, it would be 
improper to base a 35 U.S.C. § 102 rejection of the present invention upon Elzur. 5 

Each of the independent claims were also rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being anticipated by 
Bear et al., U.S. Patent Pub. No. 2004/0225901 Al (filed May 5, 2003) (hereinafter Bear '901). 6 It will 
be noted that the present invention and the cited Bear '901 application share common inventors, the Bear 
'901 application was incorporated by reference in the present application, 7 and while there may be at least 
some common material disclosed, Bear '901 does not appear to teach telephony controls or an application 
which performs telephony communication actions in response to input to the telephony controls, as 
claimed in combination with the other recited claim elements, for example. Because Bear '901 fails to 
teach each an every element of the present invention, a rejection under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) Bear '901 would 
not be proper. It should also be noted that the Bear '901 application and the present invention were both 
commonly assigned to, or subject to an assignment to Microsoft Corp., at the time of the invention. 
Accordingly, Bear '901 does not qualify as prior art for purposes of 35 U.S.C. § 103 even if it were to be 
argued that the invention was obvious in view of Bear '901 . 

Each of the independent claims were also rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 102(e) as being anticipated 
by Bear et al., U.S. Patent Pub. No. 2004/0240650 Al (filed May 5, 2003) (hereinafter Bear '650). 8 
Notably, the present invention and the cited Bear '650 application share common inventors and the Bear 
'901 application was incorporated by reference in the present application. 9 Accordingly, there may be at 
least some common material disclosed. However, Bear '650 does not appear to teach an operating system 
comprising control handling logic and indicator/display logic, and as claimed in combination with the 


3 See, generally, Elzur. 

4 Id. 

5 MPEP§2131. 

6 Office Comm. p. 3. 

7 Specification \ 5. 

8 Office Comm. p. 4. 

9 Specification! 3. 
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other recited claim elements, for example. Because Bear '650 fails to teach each an every element of the 
present invention, a rejection under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) in view of Bear '650 would not be proper. It should 
also be noted that the Bear '650 application and the present invention were both commonly assigned to, or 
subject to an assignment to Microsoft Corp., at the time of the invention. Accordingly, Bear '650 does 
not qualify as prior art for purposes of 35 U.S.C. § 103. For at least the foregoing reasons, the Applicants 
respectfully request the rejections under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) in view of the Bear '901 and Bear '650 
references be withdrawn. 

As discussed above, Applicants submit that the prior art references fail to teach each and every 
element of the present invention as now claimed and, accordingly, submit that any rejection under 35 
U.S.C. § 102 would not be proper. Applicants submit that the claims as now presented are in condition 
for allowance and respectfully request the Examiner to allow the claims. 

In view of the foregoing, Applicants respectfully submit that the other rejections to the claims are 
now moot and do not, therefore, need to be addressed individually at this time. It will be appreciated, 
however, that this should not be construed as Applicants acquiescing to any of the purported teachings or 
assertions made in the last action regarding the cited art or the pending application, including any official 
notice. Instead, Applicants reserve the right to challenge any of the purported teachings or assertions 
made in the last action at any appropriate time in the future, should the need arise. Furthermore, to the 
extent that the Examiner has relied on any Official Notice, explicitly or implicitly, Applicants specifically 
request that the Examiner provide references supporting the teachings officially noticed, as well as the 
required motivation or suggestion to combine the relied upon notice with the other art of record. 

In the event that the Examiner finds remaining impediment to a prompt allowance of this 
application that may be clarified through a telephone interview, the Examiner is requested to contact the 
undersigned attorney at 801-533-9800. 

Dated this 10 th day of January, 2007. 


Respectfully submitted, 



Registration No. 28,651 
JENS C. JENKINS 


Registration No. 44,803 
Attorneys for Applicant 
Customer No. 47973 
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